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were asked to perform both paper and computer based projective mapping on 8 beer samples.
23
In a second part of the study, 10 panelists were asked to repeat the tasks whilst "thinking 24 aloud" their strategy. There was no significant difference in panelists' performance as 25 assessed by the People Performance Index (PPI) between the paper and computer tasks. The 26 consensus maps obtained were similar with respect to sample groupings, RV coefficients and 27 variation explained by the first 2 dimensions. Individual panelists adopted similar strategies 28 on paper and computer but strategies differed greatly between panelists.
29
Practical applications:
30
The results reported here will help panel leaders making informed decisions with respect to 31 support choice when designing projective mapping tests. Additionally, an insight into the 32 diversity of panelists' mapping strategies is provided which may inform further research and 33 discussion into the most appropriate instructions given to panelists and/or type of panel used. However, the transferability of these findings to projective mapping is yet to be 85 demonstrated.
86
The objectives of this research were twofold: to compare the consensus maps for paper and The aim of the first study was to compare the maps obtained on paper and on computer.
92
Thirty-two consumers were asked to perform both paper and computer based projective 93 mapping on 8 samples of beer (6 different samples and 2 duplicates). The aim of the second 94 study was not to compare the projective mapping results for both tasks (first study) but to 95 investigate the strategies adopted by the panelists. Ten panelists were asked to perform the 96 same tasks once more while describing their strategies. In a food context, asking panelists to 97 "think aloud" as they perform a task to understand their working has been insightfully used Thirty-two regular (at least once every 2 months) beer drinkers (20 males) aged 20 to 60 were 108 recruited via flyers and word of mouth to took part in the first part of the study. were included to assess judge's ability to perform the task and discriminate between samples.
122
In order to minimize the amount of alcohol ingested by the panelists, the two alcohol free should be positioned to each other, the more dissimilar they are the further apart they should 143 be positioned" (Hopfer and Heymann 2013).
144
After completing both tasks, panelists were asked which task they had felt most comfortable 145 with and why. Ten panelists aged 20 to 50 (6 males, 6 academic staff, 3 technical staff and 1 student) agreed 148 to come back and take part in the second study which involved performing both the paper and 149 computer projective mapping whilst thinking aloud their strategies. The panelists, who 150 already had experience of both supports, were randomly allocated to start either with the 151 paper or computer task and were reminded of the general instructions for each task.
152
Additionally, they were asked to think aloud their strategies as they carried out the tasks and 153 were recorded using a SONY IC Recorder (ICD-PX312/PX312F). 
2.4.Support:
For the paper task, panelists were provided with sheets of paper measuring 60 cm x 40 cm.
156
For the computer task, panelists were not provided with any paper and performed their maps 
222
Twenty panelists out of 32 stated that they were more comfortable with the computer task; 
264
The average number of attributes generated per panelist and per sample was slightly greater 265 for the computer task (4.2) than for the paper task (3.6). The strategies adopted by panelists from task to task proved remarkably stable on all 4 293 strategy dimensions. In this respect, a change of support did not induce a major shift in higher average number of attributes per sample and panelist but an overall lower number of 339 different attributes used to characterize the sample set. However, the differences remained 340 small and the overall trend was that of a good agreement between the techniques.
341
The fact that a small percentage of panelists struggle with projective mapping is well 
